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Abstract 
Despite the growing interest for process evaluation in participatory interventions, studies examining 
specific methods for process evaluation are lacking. In this paper, we propose a new method for 
process evaluation--the Chronicle Workshop. The Chronicle Workshop has not previously been used 
in intervention studies. The method was tested in three small and medium-sized companies. Four to 
six employees participated in each Chronicle Workshop, which was the last activity of the participatory 
preventive intervention program PoWRS. The program aims at creating changes which have a positive 
effect on both productivity and well-being.  
In all cases we saw that the Chronicle Workshop gave valuable information about the intervention 
process and that it initiated a joint reflection among participants from different departments. The 
Chronicle Workshop makes it possible to better understand the results of the intervention, the factors 
affecting it, and the outcome evaluation based on a summary view of the company and intervention-
related factors that influence the intervention program and results. 
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Introduction 
Participatory intervention studies have been emphasized as a potential approach to alleviate work- 
related stress (Kompier, Geurts, Grundemann, Vink, & Smulders, 1998). From the beginning, 
participatory intervention study researchers have focused mainly on outcome evaluation to establish 
whether the intervention had any effect (Lamontagne, Keegel, Louie, Ostry, & Landsbergis, 2005; 
Landsbergis & Vivona-Vaughan, 1995; Parkes & Sparkes, 1998). Applied psychology is the outset 
for outcome evaluations, but as Cox and colleagues (2007) argue, the traditional experimental 
approach from applied psychology is inadequate because it does not capture the continuously 
changing complexity in organisations. Their argument is supported by Semmer (2006), who states 
that many interventions fail because of implementation problems.  
The outcome evaluation shows only whether the intervention has been successful in relation to the 
parameters included in the outcome evaluation; the evaluation does not, therefore, reveal any 
reasons for the specific result of the outcome evaluation. The outcome evaluation contributes 
information about whether or not the intended actions have had an effect, but it does not give 
information about how and why the intervention was successful or failed. Outcome evaluation 
therefore falls short when determining what effect different components of the intervention have 
had. The need for a process evaluation is thus suggested (Cox, Karanika, Griffiths, & Houdmont, 
2007). The process evaluation does not replace the outcome evaluation, but serves as a supplement 
in order to gain additional knowledge about the intervention and its mode of action. The process 
evaluation mind-set thereby also addresses another intervention problem--that the intervention at 
times is implemented differently than intended, also referred to as lack of fidelity (Carroll et al., 
2007). 
Despite the growing interest for process evaluation, studies examining specific methods for process 
evaluation are lacking. In this paper, we propose a new method for process evaluation, the Chronicle 
Workshop (CW). In the CW, participants’ intervention experience unfolds in a structured process in 
which time is combined with intervention outcome and affecting factors so as to illustrate the 
chronology of the events. This provides a deeper insight into the link between intervention process 
and outcome. We present and discuss the findings from using the CW in three companies as a process 
evaluation method, and we show how this approach corresponds with the outcome evaluation.  
A participatory intervention study in three Danish small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) 
provides the empirical data for the present paper. The three companies are either IT or manufacturing 
companies. All companies implemented the same participatory intervention program, known as the 
PoWRS program (Ipsen et al., 2015) and tested its applicability. The program consists of three phases 
and focuses on changing the work characteristics in a participatory process. The aim of the program is 
to improve employee well-being by developing and implementing organisational-level changes in a 
process where the content of the intervention program is adapted to the local context of the workplace. 
Process evaluation 
Kompier and colleagues (2000) criticise the lack of emphasis put on the contextual and process 
variables in the evaluation research field. Intervention evaluation has its outset in clinical 
interventions where the primary focus has been on outcome. Consequently researchers have 
overlooked contextual and process factors. Steckler and Linnan (2002) define process evaluation as 
the “focus on the extent to which the intervention was implemented with the content, accuracy, 
coverage and quality that was planned.” This strict focus on the intervention, particularly on 
intervention components and outcome, limits our understanding of the social mechanisms 
happening in organisations, including autonomy in decision-making (Kompier et al., 2000).  
To get deeper insight into what works to ensure successful outcomes of organisational-level health 
interventions than the processes and factors identified by Nielsen et al. (2010), researchers in 
occupational health therefore focus both on the intervention components and outcome, as well as 
the social mechanisms (Bauer & Jenny, 2013).  
 
Discussions about process evaluation in literature are primarily concerned with what process 
evaluation should cover. Murta and colleagues (2007) acknowledge Steckler and Linnan’s approach 
to process evaluation, and build upon their approach by suggesting that process evaluation should 
cover context, reach, dose delivered, dose received, fidelity, implementation, recruitment, and 
participants’ attitude toward the intervention. Further, they argue that the link between process 
evaluation and outcome evaluation has not been thoroughly addressed (Murta, Sanderson, & 
Oldenburg, 2007). In addition, Nielsen and colleagues (2010) argue that there is evidence that it is 
beneficial to integrate process and outcome evaluation. The argument is that in this combination it 
is possible to increase the knowledge of how and why interventions work (Nielsen, Randall, Holten, 
& Gonzalez, 2010). Another paper (Nielsen and Randall, 2013) argues that process evaluation 
should (1) provide feedback to improve interventions, (2) replicate interventions in other settings to 
minimize pitfalls associated with a given intervention, (3) interpret the outcomes of interventions, 
and (4) help to conclude on the generalization, applicability and transferability of intervention 
studies. A recent paper stated that the process evaluation should cover stakeholders’ readiness for 
change, motives, perceptions and awareness of the intervention (Biron & Karanika-Murray, 2014).  
 
The specific methods for process evaluation have not been reported thoroughly. Some have argued 
that quantitative methods are beneficial because they can confirm hypotheses (Randall, Griffiths, & 
Cox, 2005). Others argue that a combined qualitative and quantitative approach is most suitable 
(Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2013; Nielsen & Randall, 2013) because it both identifies the change 
mechanisms and gives cross-validated and triangulated results. Egan et al. (2009) argue that they 
find qualitative methods much more suitable for process evaluation, as they provide more rich and 
insightful information about the data than what they believe the quantitative methods can. 
According to Egan et al. (2009), the quantitative methods provide checklist data, but that is not the 
most interesting information when the aim is to investigate the relationship between implementation 
and outcome. The qualitative data appeared to uncover information that could explain the negative 
outcomes in some intervention studies (Egan, Bambra, Petticrew, & Whitehead, 2009).  
The analytical approach to the qualitative data in process evaluation has been criticised for being 
too unstructured, and the robustness of the findings thereby becomes unclear (Roen, Arai, Roberts, 
& Popay, 2006). The Chronicle Workshop (CW), however, is a suggestion of a process-evaluation 
tool which, based on a structured process, investigates the relationship between changes and 
outcome. The CW aims at unfolding the participants’ intervention experience in a structured 
process by combining time, intervention outcome and contextual factors. In this paper, we examine 
how the CW can help provide knowledge about contextual factors and their effect on an 
intervention. By contextual factors, we mean the internal and surrounding business context 
influencing the intervention. We examine the CW by applying it in three SMEs and analyzing the 
results. The CW is an example of a qualitative method intended for researchers, and in the present 
intervention study it has been combined both with other qualitative methods (such as interviews) 
and quantitative methods (such as surveys), and is conducted in the last phase of the PoWRS 
program (See Figure 1).  
 
The Chronicle Workshop – Theoretical background 
The Chronicle Workshop (CW) was initially developed as a change management method. The aim 
was to portray a particular time period of several years in a specific organisation to create a common 
understanding of the organisation among its members (Limborg & Hvenegaard, 2011). Initially it 
was the intention that the CW could be used before a change process was started because the CW 
ideally would initiate discussion about norms and values in the organisation in relation to future 
changes.  
There are two parts in a CW: 1) developing a timeline and 2) creating a coherent story and linking 
the story to future developments. The first part of a CW consists of three rounds--each round has a 
specific question related to the round. The questions can vary depending on the focus of the workshop. 
The first question is the most open and could be about important events in the organisation over a 
fixed period of time. The next two questions narrow the field and could ask about important persons, 
dilemmas or issues in the period. The participants write their answers on small notes, one answer per 
note. The subjective experiences reported on the notes are collected and a timeline is developed. For 
each round of questions, the participants are given paper notes in different colours, which make it 
possible to detect which notes refer to which round.   
The participants then create a coherent story. First, the participants are asked to split the timeline into 
chapters, and each chapter is given a title (a metaphor or a humorous phrase). In the second part of a 
CW, the participants are asked to analyse a particular time period with the aim of identifying 
supporting factors as well as obstructive factors. 
The CW has been applied in studies of OHS management (Hohnen & Hasle, 2011), organisational 
social capital (Sørensen, Hasle, & Pejtersen, 2011), psychological work environment (Hvid, Lund, & 
Pejtersen, 2008), and in working life studies (Gensby, 2014). One of the positive aspects of a CW is 
that it facilitates a process whereby shared norms and values become visible (Sørensen et al., 2011). 
Furthermore it provides contextual insights on organisational structures and it becomes a forum 
whereby the participants create mutual understandings and common explanations (Gensby, 2014).  
Comparing the CW to the focus group interview method, the CW has the advantage that all 
participants make a contribution with their notes. In the focus group interviews, some participants 
can become dominating, thus making other participants say very little (Mansell, Bennett, Northway, 
Mead, & Moseley, 2004). In the CW, there is room for all the participants to give their input because 
they have already written it on the paper notes, which therefore become a way for them to engage in 
the discussion.  
 
Adjusting the Chronicle Workshop 
The idea of using the Chronicle Workshop (CW) as a process evaluation tool as part of the 
intervention program emerged because it had proven to be beneficial when trying to understand and 
evaluate an intervention process in a project-based organisation(Grex & Ipsen, 2010). The reason for 
using the CW in preventive interventions was to get a total picture (total = time, outcome and 
contextual factors, i.e. the internal and surrounding business context influencing the intervention) 
based on qualitative approach.  
In order to use the CW as a process evaluation tool in the context of an intervention, some adjustments 
were made. The most obvious adjustment is that the last part of the CW, creating a coherent story, is 
omitted. This adjustment is made because the CW focused only on the intervention period, which we 
considered to be too short and too present to analyse. 
The overall principle behind the CW is to create a space in which the participants’ narratives are given 
an equal voice. In the focus group interview there is an interest in looking at the interaction between 
the participants and how they react to each other’s viewpoints. The CW works as a mapping of the 
different participants’ viewpoints, giving each participant an equal voice. The questions in the CW 
should function as a funnel, where the first question gives each of the participants the opportunity to 
mention whatever they remember from the last six months. It would also give an indication of whether 
the intervention had settled itself as an independent event. The first question asked in the CW was: 
Which important changes have occurred during the last six months that have affected your work? 
The second question was developed in order to gain information about what the participants actually 
remembered as part of the intervention. The second question was: Which important changes in your 
work have you discovered in relation to the intervention? The third question should reveal obstacles, 
as well as drivers for the intervention. The third question was: Which factors have impacted the 
interventions? We decided to give the participants ten minutes in each round to write their answers. 
The CW provides a summary view of the company and intervention-related factors that influence the 
intervention program and results. In combination with the facilitator interviews, it provides the basis 
for a validation of the results of the intervention. 
 
Method  
The intervention program 
The PoWRS program is a participatory, primary preventive intervention program and combines both 
quantitative and qualitative approaches, as suggested by Nielsen and Randall (2013). 
Originally it was developed for and tested in large companies (Ipsen & Andersen, 2013) with the aim 
of improving employee well-being by developing and implementing organisational-level changes. 
Based on these results, the PoWRS program was then modified to fit the conditions of SMEs and tested 
in four Danish SMEs (Ipsen et al., 2015) still aiming to develop and implement organisational-level 
changes. Primary preventive interventions target sources of stress and well-being in the workplace 
through changes in the workplace or the organisation, i.e. organisational level changes (Hurrell & 
Murphy, 1996). This approach is chosen because primary preventive interventions address work-
related problems which can result in work-related stress, for example work hours, procedures, 
performance measures, role ambiguities or conflicts in responsibilities. 
The underlying idea behind the program is that the best result of an organisational-level change is 
reached when both management and employees have been involved in the entire process--hence it is 
a participatory program. The program aims at creating changes which have a positive effect on both 
productivity and well-being. Furthermore, the program tested whether employees with no facilitator 
training could be appointed as in-house facilitators to lead the process.   
The intervention program consists of three phases. In the first phase, the need for an intervention is 
assessed and a project group is constituted. The project group consists of a project manager and two 
in-house facilitators.  
In the second phase, the intervention starts. First the work and the workplace are explored by 
conducting two FishBone workshops (Ishikawa, 1986; Sørensen, 2010). One workshop is held for 
employees and one for the line and team managers. Focus in the FishBone workshops is: what excites 
and stresses the employees in their work. All statements are then clustered into themes, followed by a 
“Multi-Voting” session (Gray, Brown, & Macanufo, 2010; Jungk & Müllert, 1981) in which both 
employees and managers assign priorities to the suggested themes. The vote results in a prioritized 
list of five themes representing organisational-level changes to be initiated. These two sessions make 
the basis for a final decision on which two changes the worksite will focus on during the intervention. 
The decision on the final two changes is based on two main criteria: backing from the employees and 
feasibility within the given work conditions. 
The intervention is initiated with a Kick-Off event about two weeks later. The event signals the 
beginning of the intervention. The changes are now implemented during the coming months by 
employees and managers. Everyone participates in the intervention and the changes are integrated 
into existing activities at the worksite. Parallel to the implementation, employees and managers are 
interviewed by the project group during which time views and opinions related to the interventions 
can be made clear. The results of the interviews are presented at department meetings and, 
subsequently, the implementation of the changes is discussed and adjusted among all the participants.  
In the third phase, the Chronicle Workshop (CW) is conducted with continuous evaluations and 
adjustments to the changes.  
An overview of the intervention activities can be found in Figure 1. 
 
(Insert Figure 1 here) 
 
The participating companies 
Four companies participated in the intervention program. In all four companies, managers wanted to 
improve the well-being of the employees and initiate changes, while preserving a focus on 
productivity. The four companies were all SMEs, but they worked in two different industries: two IT 
and two manufacturing companies. As part of the intervention program, each company identified two 
changes it wanted to focus on during the process. Only three companies completed all three phases. 
The fourth company decided to cancel the CW and the final survey because of the surrounding 
business context. This negatively influenced the intervention. The data material for this paper 
therefore relies on the results from three cases that completed the intervention. Where this paper 
addresses the findings from using the CW as a process evaluation tool, the overall results of the 
intervention have been reported in Ipsen et al. (2015). Information about the three companies 
participating in the CW can be found in Table 1. 
 
(Insert Table 1 here) 
 
The Chronicle Workshop  
The company project groups appointed the participants for the workshop. The project groups were 
asked to find participants who were not part of the project group. All participants should be employees 
with no managerial responsibility. There should be both employees who had worked in the company 
for a long time and newly-hired employees among the participants. We asked for newly-hired 
employees because they might see the company differently since they have not been part of it for very 
long. We also asked for at least one participant from each department in the company. In addition to 
the selection criteria from us, the project group also had to consider which employees they could 
spare in operations while the CW was conducted. It was not the intention to make the participants in 
the CW representative of the entire company. We wanted to gain in-depth understanding from the 
employees about how they had perceived the period when the intervention had occurred.  
In Company 1, six employees participated in the CW; in Company 2, four employees participated; 
and in Company 3, five employees participated (see Table 2 for more information about the CW 
participants). The first author facilitated each of the CWs and the two co-authors were observers.  
 
(insert Table 2 here) 
 
The CW began with a short introduction. The participants were told that everything was important to 
us, as a reminder to not hold back answers. Further, they were informed about the process and they 
had time to ask questions if something was unclear to them.  
The participants were presented with the first question: Which important changes have occurred 
during the last six months that have affected your work? Then the participants used approximately 
ten minutes to write as many notes as possible, each with one important change on it. After ten 
minutes, all notes were gathered and then one-by-one read aloud by the facilitator. Each note was 
then explained by the participant who had written it. Afterwards the other participants commented on 
it. Each note was put onto a timeline (from the first month of the intervention to the last) after it had 
been explained and discussed. After the first question, the two following questions were facilitated in 
the same manner with paper notes: 2) Which important changes in your work have you discovered in 
relation to the two interventions? and 3) Which factors have impacted the interventions? After the 
three rounds we gave time for some general comments about the intervention and also about the CW. 
Overall we used about 1½-2 hours for the CW, including a break.  
 
In general, we observed that more-educated employees (at IT companies) produced more notes by 
themselves in the CW. In the case from the manufacturing industry, with skilled workers, the 
participants did not make as many notes by themselves. It was clear that they had more input than 
what had been written; therefore the facilitator ended up writing notes for the participants if new 
things came up during the discussions. 
 
Outcome evaluation 
The intervention was also evaluated on its outcome. The outcome survey was made independently of 
the process evaluation. Since the PoWRS program is a process tool, the outcome differed among the 
three companies depending on their chosen changes. The outcome evaluation was made by surveying 
all the participating employees after the intervention ended. In the survey they were asked: How 
would you describe the change you have experienced in relation to Change 1? The same question 
was asked for Change 2. They were given a scale with five options (from no change to very big 
change).  
 
Analysis procedure 
The data from the CWs were analysed in a coding session with the three authors of this paper. Initially 
the notes from all the CW questions from all three company timelines were clustered in categories 
based on an inductive approach (Bryman, 2008). The aim of the categorization across the companies 
was to identify reasons for the specific results of the intervention. Besides the cross-case analysis, the 
CW notes were also analysed to identify case-specific outcomes. Examples of how the timeline notes 
were coded into categories are presented in the Results section. 
 
Results and analysis 
In the first round the participants were asked: Which important changes have occurred during the last 
six months that have affected your work? In two of the CWs, the participants actually referred directly 
to the intervention process in this round. In all three CWs, the participants had written notes about 
some of the activities related to the intervention. In the cases where the participants referred directly 
to the intervention, one or two of the participants remembered the intervention as such. The mentioned 
activities relate to the activities the companies themselves had developed and formulated to support 
the two organisational-level changes.   
In the second round the participants were asked: Which important changes in your work have you 
discovered in relation to the two interventions? The notes to this question were characterized by 
reporting on different activities, such as weekly meetings or that the manager now said “good 
morning” to everyone before she went to her office. The arguments on the notes stated primarily that 
positive activities and/or comments affected the participants’ jobs. We could also observe that in 
some cases one of the intervention changes was more significant in the eyes of the participants 
because they wrote many notes about one change and very few on the other change. In the third and 
final round the participants were asked: Which factors have impacted the interventions? The 
participants had many views on factors affecting the interventions, and across cases it became clear 
that the in-house facilitators, to a high degree, were associated with the interventions and the changes. 
Also the project manager was mentioned as an important factor. In two of the cases, the participants 
also included factors such as management support, that they were able to bill the hours spent on the 
project on a project number, and that they had been very busy with other tasks during the intervention.  
A simplified version of the final results from one of the CWs is documented in Figure 2. The timeline 
worked well in structuring the answers from Questions 1 and 2, but with Question 3, it was more 
difficult to place the answers on the timeline. The main reason for the difficulty in placing the red 
notes on the timeline was that the answers often referred to factors that had affected the process during 
the entire process or to general conditions which were also difficult to assign to a specific point in 
time.  
 
 (insert Figure 2 here) 
 
Across cases 
The timeline (Question 1), combined with Question 3 (Which factors have impacted the 
interventions?), and the explanations from the Chronicle Workshop (CW) participants made it possible 
to identify general factors which had an impact on the interventions across the three cases. Table 3 
shows how the factors were developed from the statements in the CW to the overall categories. 
 
(insert Table 3 appr. here)  
 
In all cases we could see that the CW gave valuable information about the intervention process. The 
process information was either very case-specific or of a more general form. What characterized the 
process information was that the brief statement written on the note was elaborated on by the 
participants, and in this elaboration the different meanings ascribed to the process information became 
clear. We identified four common factors across the cases: managerial support, the internal facilitators, 
busyness, and the possibility to participate.  
 
Managerial Support 
In the CW the theme managerial support was stated both positively and negatively. For instance in 
Companies 2 and 3, respondents had different opinions about whether there had been management 
support and about the type of management support. In Company 2, the participants all found that there 
had been support from top management, but the CW revealed differences between whether the 
participants found that the middle managers had supported the process. The participants also explained 
what the supporting middle manager had done in order to support the process, which included 
formulating how the changes could become relevant, and prioritizing how to use time in meetings to 
support the changes.  
 
Internal facilitators 
The CW participants all highlighted the internal facilitators as persons who had influenced the process. 
Some participants just wrote the name of one of the internal facilitators, and they argued that in their 
point of view it was this person in particular who had been very engaged in the process. Besides the 
internal facilitators’ general engagement in the process, the participants emphasized the different 
activities the internal facilitators had initiated. In Company 1, one of the internal facilitators was 
mentioned on more notes than the other. The explanations following the notes showed that he had been 
very visible during the process and the CW participants therefore had an understanding of him as very 
engaged in the process. In Company 3, opinions differed about one of the internal facilitators--some 
found her very enthusiastic, but others commented on the explanations about her enthusiasm and said 
that they thought she had not contributed positively to the intervention process. Their explanations 
revealed that some participants actually found her to be part of one of the problems in the company, a 
problem that the company was addressing in the intervention.   
 
Busyness 
There were several notes about busyness in each of the CWs. In Company 3 the participants expressed 
that due to management dispositions, the busyness had been handled differently than previously and 
therefore the employees had not felt that the busyness had had a negative impact on the intervention. 
In Company 2, busyness and the demand to keep a high billing rate were mentioned as important 
factors in order to understand why the intervention did not have an effect in two of the departments. 
In particular, the strong management focus on keeping a high billing rate was perceived to have an 
impact on internal development projects. In Company 1, the participants stated that they had been 
busy, but the participants did not reflect upon whether this had affected the intervention.  
 
Possibility to participate 
The last theme mentioned at all of the CWs was about the involvement in the intervention process. In 
the discussions about the notes, a few participants across the cases said that they had not been able to 
participate in the FishBone workshop. Therefore they did not necessarily agree with the chosen 
changes and felt less involved than the rest of the CW participants.  
 Case-specific changes 
The Chronicle Workshops (CW) also revealed some case-specific changes. The results of the second 
question--Which important changes in your work have you discovered in relation to the 
intervention?--are presented in Table 4 and show the case-specific changes resulting from the 
interventions and the two initiated changes (Table 1) in each company. 
 
 (insert Table 4 appr. here)  
 
Company 1 
In Company 1, the case-specific changes were: development of better project management, better 
communication between manager and employees and between employees, and more feedback. Two 
of the changes were actually the two chosen changes in the intervention (project management and 
feedback and recognition). The CW showed what the participants included when they talked about the 
two changes. Project management included many things which indicated that the participants thought 
that project management was now much better. These things were: more project managers, clear 
communication about who was assigned to which projects, and a stricter scrum approach. With regard 
to feedback and recognition, some of the participants reflected that it was not only about them receiving 
feedback from the manager, but it was also about giving feedback to their colleagues. Finally, the CW 
gave rise to a discussion about how the communication between the employees had improved; some 
argued that they thought there was a clear link to the intervention change on feedback. 
 
Company 2 
In Company 2, it was difficult to detect changes that were common for all the participating departments 
because the different departments made their own interpretation of the chosen changes. The changes 
for this company are therefore not necessarily a theme that all departments have mentioned. The 
changes were: better knowledge-sharing, the University project, and increased focus on the handover 
of tasks between colleagues. Two of the CW participants worked in the department that was most 
positive about the outcome of the intervention. These two participants both said that they had 
developed better knowledge-sharing, and they mentioned the specific tools and approaches that had 
affected their perception of better knowledge-sharing. The CW participants from the other two 
departments wrote notes in which they referred to the intervention as “the University project.” In the 
elaboration of the notes, it was clear that the two departments had not taken ownership of the 
intervention--they just saw it as a research project. Despite the lack of ownership of the intervention, 
several of the participants mentioned that they had become much more aware of the handover process 
to their colleagues.  
 
Company 3 
The changes in Company 3 were: change in management style, more awareness of different personality 
traits among the employees, and better cooperation. All CW participants wrote a note stating that their 
manager had changed management style. Most of the notes were positive, but a few wrote that even 
though they had observed a change, it was not sufficient. Some of the notes referred to differences in 
personality traits. When the notes were explained, it turned out that the employees had been through a 
personality test in relation to how they communicated with each other.  This test had been an eye-
opener for many of the participants because they became aware that their colleagues could understand 
a comment differently than it was intended. Finally, some of the notes in the CW referred to better 
cooperation between the two departments. When these notes were discussed, it turned out that in one 
of the departments they thought that the cooperation had increased, but in the other department there 
was not the same perception.  
 
The links and missing links between process evaluation and outcome evaluation  
The CWs gave a very broad and differentiated picture of the intervention process. The results from 
the CW could therefore, in some cases, explain the results from the surveys (outcome evaluation) 
(See Table 5).  
 
(insert table 5 here) 
 
In Company 1, the surveys showed that more than 60 % of the employees found that there had been 
big changes in relation to the change in project management. More than 60 % had experienced 
moderate changes in relation to the change in recognition and feedback. This corresponds well with 
the findings from the CW, where all participants wrote notes about better project management. In the 
CW, not all of the participants actively wrote notes about more recognition and feedback, suggesting 
that this change did not have as much impact as the other change.  
In Company 2, more than 30 % had not experienced any change in relation to one of their changes 
(well-defined tasks) and 50 % had experienced at least a moderate change in the other change 
(collegiate spirit, unity and feedback). In the CW it was clear that there were great differences between 
the different departments. To protect anonymity, the survey did not ask which department the 
respondent worked in, so it was not possible to detect this difference among the departments from the 
surveys. However, the CW not only clearly showed the differences but also explained why there were 
differences.  
In Company 3, the survey showed that 70 % experienced at least moderate changes in relation to the 
change in more cooperation and team spirit. In the other change in management style, 18 % 
experienced no change, whereas the rest of the employees experienced at least a small change. These 
results were also reflected in the CW. We also got explanations for why some employees did not 
detect any change in relation to management style.  
 
The timeline in the CW adds information about other events that happened during the intervention 
period. These events are not being directly linked to the intervention, but when analysing the 
intervention process, it adds some information to the understanding of the intervention process. For 
instance in Company 2, they told us they had been busy, and the CW also revealed that the company 
had undergone a certification process during the intervention period. The participants in the CW did 
not link the certification process with busyness, but it was valuable information because it showed 
that there had been many other things happening at the same time as the intervention. In both 
Company 1 and Company 3, they included whether employees had been hired or fired during the 
intervention period. This information also adds to the understanding of the atmosphere in the 
company while the intervention was ongoing.  
 
Discussion 
The Chronicle Workshop (CW) is a process evaluation tool not previously applied in intervention 
studies. The CW provides a narrative approach to process evaluation where the employees themselves 
are given the opportunity to express what course of events, actors or conditions have been important 
for them. Thereby the CW provides an employee perspective to the evaluation and creates an 
understanding of “the processes that facilitated the change” (Nielsen & Randall, 2013) according to 
the employees. In this study the CW is a backward-looking approach that is suitable to use to gain 
rich information about the how’s and why’s when trying to understand outcome evaluations. Using 
the CW discloses what the employees have perceived as drivers and barriers for the process. This 
process information is valuable in order to understand the outcomes of the interventions, as well as 
when researchers plan new interventions. As a process evaluation tool, the CW results are relevant if 
the PoWRS intervention program is to be used again, but the CW results also point to some general 
themes that are valuable when designing a new intervention program. The method proves to provide 
information about contextual issues (Nielsen & Randall, 2013), as well as moderators and mediators 
in the intervention processes (Biron & Karanika-Murray, 2014).  
 
Looking at the method and its requirements, there are two crucial concerns: What requirements are 
there for the researchers if they want to use the CW? What does the tool require from the participants? 
For the researchers, the requirements do not differ much from other qualitative methods, such as 
interviews and focus group interviews. As with the focus group interviews, the CW requires that the 
researcher who facilitates the CW is very aware of the participants. We detected a difference between 
the companies in relation to the number of notes produced by the participants. The method therefore 
requires a facilitator who is able to identify if there are any participants who are uncomfortable writing 
notes themselves so that the facilitator can assist in writing extra notes.  
For the participants, the CW does not require any preparation. The fact that the participants could see 
what knowledge they produced during the process was a very positive outcome of the method. The 
visibility creates more transparency for the participants than interviews and surveys because they can 
see their own contributions as well as their colleagues’ contributions. The timeline also becomes a 
good way of keeping focus on what is relevant because the participants and the facilitator 
continuously need to take the timeline into consideration. 
 
Nielsen (2013) argues that a formative evaluation involving both employees and managers is 
beneficial in order for employees to be active during the intervention. However, the formative 
approach does not take the power relation between the managers and employees into account. A 
disadvantage of the suggestion from Nielsen (2013) is that because the managers are in a more 
powerful position than the employees, the employees might not give their true point of view because 
of the fear of potential consequences for them. In the CW, the employees have the possibility to give 
their point of view without needing to worry about power relations.  
Another important result of the CW is that the participants obtain new realisations because the process 
promotes joint reflection. In all three companies, the CW initiated a joint reflection between 
participants from different departments. In Company 2, the fact that one department had succeeded 
in making meaningful changes had not been clear to all the participants in the CW. The CW therefore 
initiated a joint reflection about how and why this one department had succeeded. In Company 3, the 
theme of change in management style was elaborated upon by all participants. In the CW the 
participants realised that perceptions of the management style varied. They discussed why these 
differences existed. The CW was not only a room for joint reflection, but also a place for learning, 
where the tacit knowledge from one participant became externalized (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) and 
thereby accessible to the other participants. In a recent study (Gensby, 2014) in which the CW was 
used as it was originally intended, the CW also created learning among the participants. In our study 
we can see that there is a potential for learning. Though it was not detectable in the CW in Company 
1, still, we argue that the CW can create learning among the participants.  
 
Outcome evaluation 
The CW made it possible to better understand the results of the intervention and the outcome 
evaluation. Looking at the survey results it can be difficult to see if there have been differences within 
the company, i.e. if one department has been successful and the other departments have not. The 
surveys were anonymous, and since the study was completed in small and medium-sized companies, 
we could not ask about gender, department and title because that would have made it possible to trace 
the informants. In the CW it became very clear if such differences existed because participants 
represented each department. The differences were clear when the participants answered Questions 2 
and 3 because the participants who had experienced a positive change wrote positive statements on 
the notes, whereas the other participants wrote negative notes or no notes at all.  
 
Implications, limitations and conclusion 
The weakness of the Chronicle Workshop (CW) is that it does not directly create added value for the 
company, although it proves to be a possible way to create joint reflection. The strengths of the CW 
are that it: employs a narrative approach, assesses the usability of the intervention program, is an 
efficient tool, and validates other types of data. The challenge is to create an open atmosphere where 
the participants feel comfortable writing about their experiences and opinions on paper.  
A limitation is that the CW can become a consensus-establishing platform (Gensby, 2014), and 
participants therefore keep critical comments to themselves. This is a valid point, although it might 
be more common when using the CW in its original form. This limitation requires the facilitator of 
the CW to keep asking questions, such as “Does everyone agree with this?” in order to ensure that 
critical viewpoints are brought forward.  
When asking the project group to find participants, a risk might be psychological barriers between 
some of the participants. We did not detect this, but it is important for the CW facilitator to be aware 
of whether some of the participants seem uncomfortable during the CW.  
It is important to specify that there are some limitations related to the number of participants in the 
CW. There should be participants from each department and preferably more than one participant 
from each in order to get comprehensive information. Further, fewer than four participants will also 
be a limitation because it can be questioned whether the timeline will be comprehensive. 
 
To conclude, our results show that the Chronicle Workshop can be used as a process evaluation tool 
in preventive organisational interventions by providing a summary view of the company and 
intervention-related factors that influence the intervention program and results. The Chronicle 
Workshop also gives input into what should be included and excluded in new intervention projects.  
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Figure 1: Overview of intervention activities (an elaborated version of this figure is printed in Ipsen et al., 2015) 
 
 Company 1 Company 2 Company 3 
Change 1 Project management Well-defined tasks More cooperation 
and team spirit 
Change 2 Feedback and 
recognition  
Collegiate spirit and 
feedback 
Visible and 
consistent 
management 
Industry IT IT Manufacturing 
Number of 
employees 
(participating in the 
intervention) 
31 37 36 
Number of 
departments 
participating in the 
intervention 
2 3 2 
Survey response rate 71% (22 
respondents) 
81% (30 
respondents) 
61% (22 
respondents) 
Table 1: Information about the participating companies 
 
 Company 1 Company 2 Company 3 
Number of 
participants 
6 4 5 
Employment in the 
company 
>1 yr: 0 
1-5 yr: 2 
< 5 yr: 4 
>1 yr: 1 
1-5 yr: 2 
< 5 yr: 1 
>1 yr: 2 
1-5 yr: 0 
< 5 yr: 3 
Function IT developers and 
supporters 
Administrative staff, 
surveyors and IT 
developers 
Blue-collar 
(assembly) 
Gender Men only 3 men, 1 woman 1 man, 4 women  
Table 2: Information about the participants in the Chronicle Workshops 
 
 
JUNE 2012 JANUARY 2013
+1 EMPLOYEE IN 
SUPPORT
NEW CUSTOMER
OFFICE IN MALAYSIA 
WAS CLOSED
IMPROVED PROJECT 
MANAGEMENT
NEW TASKS DUE TO 
OFFICE CLOSING
-1 EMPLOYEE IN 
DEVEOPMENT
LOST CLIENT IN 
MIDDLE EAST
LOST CLIENTS
-1 EMPLOYEE IN 
DEVEOPMENT+1 EMPLOYEE IN 
TEST RELEASE OF 
NEW SOFTWARE
LESS PROBLEMS 
IN SUPPORT
MORE PROBLEMS IN 
DEVELOPMENT
WEEKLY 
MEETINGS
WEEKLY STATUS 
MEETINGS
MORE 
INFORMATION
NEW PROJECT 
MANAGERS
MORE FOCUS ON 
RECOGNITION
MORE FEEDBACK AND 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT WHEN 
DESERVED
BETTER 
PLANNING
SHARING 
PROJECT PLANS
CHRISTMAS 
GREETINGS FROM 
THE BOSS
FOCUS ON CHANGING 
MINDSETS 
(FACILITATOR)FRIDAY MORNING 
MEETINGS
MANAGER
MANAGEMENT
FACILITATORS
FACILITATOR I & II
THE POSSIBILITY TO ALLOCATE 
WORKING HOURS ON THE 
PROJECT
FRIDAY MORNING IS NOT A 
GOOD TIME TO HAVE JOINT 
MEETINGS
PEOPLE BEING POSITIVE 
TO CHANGES
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TOOL
 
Figure 2: Simplified version of the result from one of the Chronicle Workshops in Company 1. Green question: 1) Which important 
changes have occurred during the last six months that have affected your work?  Yellow question: 2) Which important changes in 
your work have you discovered in relation to the two interventions? Red question: 3) Which factors have impacted the 
interventions?    
  
 Factors  CW note (examples) 
Managerial support Manager/management (Company 1) 
Management support (Company 2) 
Manager (Company 3) 
Internal facilitators Facilitators (Company 1, 2, 3) 
Busyness New tasks due to office closing 
(Company1) 
Release of new software (Company 1) 
Best financial result in the history of the 
company (Company 2) 
Overtime work (Company 3) 
Possibility to participate The possibility to allocate working hours on 
the project (Company 1) 
The employees’ willingness to make 
changes in the department (Company 2) 
Everybody has affected the process 
(Company 3) 
Table 3: Factors impacting the intervention across cases (Question 3). The CW note shows how the factors were developed in the 
coding session.     
 
 Important changes  CW note (examples) 
C
o
m
p
an
y
 1
 
Development of better project management Project management status meetings 
New project managers 
Better communication Friday morning meetings 
Focus on handing over projects 
More feedback More/Better feedback when deserved 
More focus on recognition 
C
o
m
p
an
y
 2
 Better knowledge-sharing Calling and receiving calls from colleagues 
more often 
The University project The University project 
Increased focus on handover of tasks 
between colleagues 
Handover of cases between departments 
Calling colleagues more often 
C
o
m
p
an
y
 3
 
Change in management style More visible management style 
More consistent manager 
Becoming aware of different personality 
traits among the employees 
Course in communication 
Personality test 
Better cooperation The team is better at communicating with 
each other 
Table 4: Changes in relation to intervention – case specific (Question 2)  
 
 Company 1 Company 2 Company 3 
Change 1 
 
How would you 
describe the 
change you have 
experienced in 
relation to change 
1 
Project management 
Very big change: 4.5% 
Big change: 59.1% 
Moderate change:13.6 
% 
Small change: 22.7% 
No change: 0 % 
Well-defined tasks 
Very big change: 0 % 
Big change: 13.3 % 
Moderate change: 30.0 % 
Small change: 20.0 % 
No change: 36.7%  
More cooperation  and  
team spirit 
Very big change: 9.1 % 
Big change: 31.8 % 
Moderate change: 27.3 
% 
Small change: 22.7 % 
No change: 9.1 % 
Change 2 
 How would you 
describe the 
change you have 
experienced in 
relation to change 
2 
Feedback and 
recognition 
Very big change: 0%  
Big change: 9.1%  
Moderate change: 54.5 
% 
Small change: 18.2 % 
No change: 18.2 % 
Collegiate spirit and 
feedback 
Very big change: 3.3% 
Big change: 13.3% 
Moderate change: 33,3% 
Small change: 30.0 % 
No change: 20.0 % 
Visible and consistent 
management 
Very big change: 0 % 
Big change: 22.7 % 
Moderate change: 31.8 
% 
Small change: 27.3 % 
No change: 18.2 % 
Table 5: Results from the outcome evaluation 
 
Slettet:  
